From the point of view of descriptive linguistics, phenomena like these raise two questions: What differences in syntactic structure are represented by such variations in the shape of sentences ? and What is the relationship between the different systems so characterized ? In the present report, these questions will be approached in the following way: The syntactic structure of each system will be considered to be revealed by the set of rules which most economically generates the sentences of the system.1
Since the seventeenth century, grammars of the English language have contained judgments on the grammatical status of historical developments in the syntax of the inflected forms of the interrogative and personal pronouns. At present, the use of WHO for WHOM as the objective form of the relative and interrogative pronoun is generally accepted, at least in the United States, as colloquial speech. The defense of 'It is me' against 'It is I' also has a lengthy history. Finally, constructions like 'Him and me are staying', although not accepted as Standard English, have been acknowledged as forming as much a part of a natural and consistent linguistic system ("Vulgar" English) as their socially more acceptable relatives. The changing syntax of the pronouns is, of course, basically a historical phenomenon. However, because of the normative approach and conservatism of formal education, as well as the strong formative influence of literary tradition, many educated speakers of American English have (as more or less distinct styles of speech) the different syntactic subsystems characterizing all of these usages.
From the point of view of descriptive linguistics, phenomena like these raise two questions: What differences in syntactic structure are represented by such variations in the shape of sentences ? and What is the relationship between the different systems so characterized ? In the present report, these questions will be approached in the following way: The syntactic structure of each system will be considered to be revealed by the set of rules which most economically generates the sentences of the system.1
That set of rules is its grammar (G).
The relationship between one system (Ll) and another (L 2 ) will be thought of in terms of the rules (E 1 _ 2 ) that must be added to the grammar (Gl) of L 1 in order to account for the sentences of L 2 . A fundamental structural difference, varying in nature and degree, will be considered to exist between systems L 1 and L 2 when the set of rules G 2 for most economically generating the sentences of L 2 is not equivalent to G 1 plus its extension El_2. From the point of view of comparing systems, the particular pairing and direction that I chose for extending the grammar G 1 of one system to account for the sentences belonging to another system are *This work was supported in part by the National Science Foundation (Grant G-16843). 14) He knew who it was. 15) He knew who was the leader. 16) He knew whom he spoke with.
He knew who he spoke with.
17) The leader who could see him left.
18) The leader whom I saw left. The leader who I saw left. 19) The leader with whom he spoke left.
20) The leader whom he spoke with left.
The leader who he spoke with left.
systems.
(XVI. MECHANICAL TRANSLATION) admittedly arbitrary. However, except when so noted, the order in which the styles are considered recapitulates comparable aspects in the historical development of the pronouns. Of course, my presentation deviates in an essential way from true historical perspective: The sequence of pronominal systems abstracted from consecutive stages of the language is collapsed, as it were, and each system treated as part of an otherwise identical total system. notions -common to intuitively based traditional classification -of "correspondence"
and "relatedness" between types of structures would not be without analogues in the rigorous formal description of the language. It will be found that accompanying such impression of "correspondence" and "relatedness" are formal facts like the recurrence of certain basic grammatical features between representatives of different structural types. For example, the same sorts of subjects and objects (to use traditional terms for major functional units in the syntactic system) occur with the same verbs. Also, although the phenomenon may be of lower order with respect to basic grammatical features, the same agreement holds between subjects and verbs, regardless of the type of structure. But, although the functions of the major elements remain the same, the final shapes of sentences differ according to the type of structure. In particular, the order of the elements differs. In a the subject is before the finite verb; the finite verb forms the head of a chain of verb forms, interrupted only by certain adverbs, and the object occurs after that verb chain. With respect to the order of such elements, group P is more complicated. Often the particular word order of one sentence as compared with that of another can be attributed to clear grammatical differences elsewhere in the sentence (e. g;, inversion in p when accompanied by an interrogative word, as contrasted to the word order in a; direct order in a subordinate clause as in y, but inversion elsewhere as in p). The basic order of elements will be that (or those) from which the ultimate particular word orders, as well as other grammatical features, are most simply specified. Often, while major functional elements like subject and object cannot be specified in a simple way on the basis of their position in the total set of sentences representing all possible structural types, their position in terms of the basic order of elements is significant for their specification. Clearly, in English the relationship between the order of elements and their grammatical function is simpler in a than in p; and y and 6 are more complicated since they contain instances of a and p. For convenience, in fact, we can refer to the word order of a, with only a few modifications, as basic.
The position of an element is thus relative to the level of syntactic structure.
Among grammatical features describable by position at the level characterized by the presence of basic word order is the occurrence of the objective form of pronouns in L1 . The occurrence of HIM rather than HE, and WHOM rather than WHO in the various structures of L 1 exemplified in 
The specification of function at the level of the simple sentence in terms of the occurrence of inflectional forms corresponds to the traditional notion, whereby HIM and WHOM are the forms taken by the pronouns as "objects" of verbs and prepositions, and whereby WHOM in 8)-10), 16), 19), etc. is still considered to be the "object" of a transitive verb or preposition, even though the "object" is separated from its governor and may even precede it.
Consider, first, the direct questions P. The direct question can be thought of essentially as a single sentence, specified by an interrogative marker (Wh) introducing the sentence (e.g., 6) in L 1 would have the form Wh -she -could -see -he + CASE). The interrogative specifier Wh-can remain unattached or can have attached (indicated by +)
to it various elements of the sentence, including instances of the pronoun marked with CASE; e.g., 8) in L1: Wh + he + CASE -she -could -see, and 7) in L 1 : Wh + shecould -see -he + CASE. The special word order of direct questions can be explained as the attraction of the finite verb form to Wh and its attachments; i. e., Wh -shecould -see -he + CASE i Wh -could -she -see -he + CASE; Wh + he + CASEshe -could -see =4 Wh + he + CASE -could -she -see; Wh + she -could -see -he + CASE already has the finite verb beside it. In direct questions, unattached Wh-is not represented phonologically. In indirect questions, which constitute questions embedded as subordinate clauses in other sentences, unattached Wh-appears as WHETHER. Without further justification, I symbolize subordination by THAT, which blocks the Wh-attraction resulting in the inverted word order of questions; i. e., Wh + he + CASEshe -could -see ultimately yields 'Whom could she see ?' but under subordination, we have (XVI.
MECHANICAL TRANSLATION)
THAT -she -could -see -
The relative clause also represents embedding with subordination, with the condition that the two sentences involved have an identical constituent. Sentence 16) in L 1 represents the subordination of 'I saw the leader' to the identical noun in 'The leader left'.
It is simplest to consider the subordinated sentence after pronominalization; i.e., Isaw -he. After case-marking, the latter has the form: I -saw -he + CASE, which, when attached to Wh and embedded, with subordination, into the Nominal of 'The leader left' yields: The -leader -Wh + he + CASE + THAT -I -saw -left. Marked case is again determined in terms of position with respect to basic word order. Conjoined forms like 2) can be thought of as the replacement of a plural subject by any number of other compatible subjects: Given he -left and I -left, we can embed the subjects in They -both -left to yield: He -and -I -both -left. The marked or unmarked quality of the pronouns is carried over into conjunction in L 1 .
In the grammar comprising the rules for generating the sentence of L1, the rules of the phrase-structure level, abbreviated to the special demands of the present report, would have the following general appearance2 
S11:
S"': Wh + Pronoun + CASE -Number 4 Wh + Pronoun -Number
IV. Preposition placement
The extended set of rules with G 1 as a basis accounts for the sentences of L 2 . From the point of view of L 2 independently, however, the sentences are most economically described by a grammar (G 2 ) that differs from that of L 1 in the order of the transformational rules. In G 2 , the rule of case-marking is dependent on the position of the elements of the sentence as they occur after Wh-attachment. The difference in order of rules reflects the fact that while in L 1 case-marking is dependent on function (namely whether or not the element is a grammatical object), in L 2 CASE, or more properly lack of CASE, is a concomitant of position as reckoned after certain major distortions of the basic order of elements. Thus in L 2 , CASE is not associated with functional elements if they do not occupy a position after the motivating factors. Other things being equal, the grammar G 2 would consist of the same phrase-structure rules as G 1 , but the order of the transformational rules would be different. It would probably lead to greater homogeneity not to consider the sequence of a prepo- 
